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CAIRNS’S ELECTIONEERING PAMPHLET— 


THE LOGIC CHAIR.* 


Tae Chairs of Logic and Moral Philosophy in our Univer- 
sity appear fated to give rise to the bitterest animosities 
every time an election takes place. Many of our readers 
must remember the rancorous opposition offered alike 
to Sir William Hamilton and to Professor Wilson ; and 
yet there is but one opinion now that these are two of 
the brightest names associated with the University. An 
equally unscrupulous opposition is being set in motion. 
against Professor Ferrier. His most formidable, though 
not most talented rival for the Chair—for we cannot but 
regard Dr Macvicar as the highest mind in the field— 
is Mr Fraser of the Free Church College ; and as this 
* gentleman has done nothing at all in philosophy to 
compare with Professor Ferrier’s great success, every 
effort is being made to insinuate evil of the latter. As 
facts are too strong to admit of his party raising Mr 
Fraser to an equal height with Professor Ferrier, they 
seek to pull down the latter to the level of his Freé 
Church rival. And_ since they cannot make people 
believe that their candidate is equal in ability to the 
distinguished son-in-law of Professor Wilson, they at 
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least vociferate loudly that he is more orthodox. This 
is very dishonourable,—the charge being utterly ground- 
less, and trumped up for the occasion, Mr Fraser, in 
his hostile article on Ferrier’s work in the North British 
Review—which article he has had the indifferent taste 
and want of generosity to republish in his Essays, as a 
means of commending himself to the Patrons of the Uni- 
versity—makes no such charge, knowing it to be simply 
malicious; and yet his friends have not scrupled to 
inStigate the inditing of a pamphlet in which such - 
aspersions on Mr Ferrier are made, and to send copies 
-fiito the mémbers of the Town Council. However, 
as the party who support Mr Fraser have made them- 
selves remarkable for their unscrupulousness in matters 
of this kind—caring for nothing but to carry their man 
—we shall not waste words in expressing the aversion 
with which every right-minded person regards such tac- 
tics, but proceed to show conclusively the utter hollow- 
ness of these malicious assertions. 

No stone, it seems, is to be left unturned to impede | 
the success of Professor Ferrier. It is notorious that he 
is the popular candidate, and that nothing but a com- 
bined attack of all the malcontents has a chance of turn- 
ing the tables in favour of Mr Fraser. Therefore it is 
that recourse has been had, among others, to the United 
Presbyterian minister at Berwick, Mr Cairns, who has 
been got to write the above-mentioned pamphlet against 
Mr Ferrier, as a means of influencing the votes of the 
Dissenters in the Town Council. Even the name of Sir 
William Hamilton is affected to be invoked—although 
the party who now do so have hitherto held Sir William 
either as so dangerous or so inefficient a teacher of youth 


* Essays in Philosophy. By A.C. Fraser, M.A. Edinburgh: W. P. Kennedy. 
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that they felt bound to institute a rival Chair of ‘their 
own, and to set up Mr Fraser in direct opposition to the 
very man whose posthumous influence they now seek to 
turn in his favour! It is to be borne in mind, indeed, 
that the Free Church have pecuniary interests at stake 
in this election—their desire being to pitchfork Mr 
Fraser into Sir William Hamilton’s place, and thereafter 
‘to abolish the unprofitable Chair which Mr Fraser at pre- 
sent fills in the Free Church College at the head of the 
Mound, And when such pecuniary interests are involved 
* in the election, it is needless to wonder at the unserupu- 
lous efforts which the partisans of Mr Fraser make in his 
behalf. rsa 
Tt is but too well known that the odiwm philosophiewm 

is a very bitter thing indeed, and that every metaphysi- 
cian is ready to do battle to the death against all sys- 
tems but his own. Mr Fraser has no system of his own. 

As his Essays show, he is merely a commentator on Sir 
William Hamilton, and holds the same place in the phi- 
losophic world as a writer of reviews of books in maga- 
zines does in the world of literature. He is not an 
original thinker, but a commentator on the original 
thoughts of others. Mr Ferrier is different. He has 
done what few men not only in this but in any country 
have done—he has evolved a philosophic system of his 
own—not a fragment either, but a perfect whole. Here, 
then, is a fine field for attack! It is a waste of time 
shooting at Mr Fraser, for he shows no target to aim at. 
What is the use of criticising a man who has only criticised 
the works of others? It were easy enough to take up 
the Lssays, and quote whole paragraphs to show how 


cumbrous and hazy is the composition of their author 
ee: a RE y RENE Sa: RENTS 2 ay Se Fe Bs x, eRe en OE asta! 


6 


any meaning at all. But hunting such “small deer” 
hardly worth the trouble. We feel as if the dusap feat 
ness of the work could not be compensated by the good 
that would result from it, : 

But with Professor Ferrier, we repeat, the case is diffe. 
rent. He has done something,—and that something is 
what few in any age or country have ever done. He 
furnishes an excellent mark for the arrows of criticism ; 
and what is more, standing forth armed cap-d-pie, he is 
quite’ready to be shot at! But, note the peculiarity of 
this critique by Mr Cairns. We have called it an “ elec- 
tioneering pamphlet”--and is it not? For upwards of 
Wyear has Mr Ferrier’s work, the Institutes, been before 
the public, and all manner of criticism has been bestowed 
upon it. The work, in truth, attracted unparalleled 
attention, and the verdict of the philosophic world is 
shown by the fact of a second edition being called for, 
and already in a fair way of being exhausted like its 
predecessor. During all this time Mr Cairns of Berwick 
has kept silence. He saw no cause, or at least felt no 
“call,” to find fault with the Jnstitutes—and yet he had 
no partiality for their author. Probably some of our 
town readers as well as ourselves have heard the story 
how Professor Ferrier and his present critic once met one 
evening at Sir William Hamilton’s, and how the U. P, 
divine being mesmerised by Sir William, gave utterance 
to an extraordinary burst of Gilfillanism, at which the 
author of the Institutes presumed to laugh considerably 
and to ridicule most unmercifully. Yet all this, though 
doubtless adding a little gall to his pen now, did not 
suffice to provoke the meek philosopher of Berwick to 
make an onslaught on the Institutes until material con- 
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the erring understandings of the Magistrates and Town . 
Council of Edinburgh. It"says as little for Mr Cairns’s 
modesty as for the good taste of his advisers, that he 
should come forward in this prominent and pretentious 
fashion to lay down the law in this matter. It shows, 
in the first place, that he and his party believe that 
without such interference the election will go in favour 
of Professor Ferrier,—otherwise there was no use in 
giving the pamphlet to the world. And in the second 
place, it reveals the modest belief on the part’ of its 
author that the single opinion of the Rev. Mr Cairns, 
‘Berwick, will suffice to overturn the testimony of such 
men as Sir A. Alison, Tulloch, Hamilton,* “Bulwer, 
Brewster, Grote, Lockhart, Morell, De Quincey, Blackie, 
Neaves, Inglis, and a dozen others of mark, and brow- 
beat the Town-Councillors out of the error of their ways 
into the paths of Fraserism. Very modest truly,—only 
it is a pity that the Town Council are so little likely to _ 
allow the establishment of such a precedent ! 

But let us see what this dictatorial pamphlet: says. 
Of course it is one-sided—that was to be expected, even 
clerical human nature not being exempt from frailty. 


* Although the names of Sir William Hamilton, Sir David Brewster, and Pris- 
cipal Tulloch likewise appear in the Testimonial-book of Mr Fraser, it is to be 
noted that Sir W. Hamilton gave him no testimonial—that what is now published 
is extracted from private letters of courtesy in acknowledgment of Mr Fraser's 
reviews of Sir William's works,—and that, even in those letters of courtesy, Str 
William maintains that Mr Fraser is wrong in some points, and unintelligible in 
others, In regard to Mr Fraser’s testimonials from Sir David Brewster and 
Principal Tulloch, they were given before it was known to either of these gentle: 
men that Professor Ferrier was a candidate. Principal Tulloch, on his part, 
states this explicitly. In his testimonial letter to Professor Ferrier, he saya~- 
“T have given testimonials to others on the present occasion, under the impression 
which, in conversation with you immediately following Sir W. Hamilton’s death, 
I was led to form that you were not to appear as a Candidate.” Nevertheless 
he says, “from the first my thoughts turned to you as the person best qualified 
to succeed Sir William Hamilton, . . on the broad and unequivocal ground 
that of all Scotsmen, after Sir William Hamilton, you enjoyed, and deserved 
to enjoy, the highest philosophical reputation.” 
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But it is worse than one-sided—it misrepresents. One- 
sidedness consists in setting’ forth only one side of the 
‘question—which is bad enough, as it does not do justice 
or tell the whole truth. But this pamphlet of Mr Cairns 
in some points actually misrepresents Professor Ferrier’s 
views,—which is something far worse ; and though we 
do not say that the error is wilful, its very existence is 
sufficient to render the pamphlet useless as a help to fair 
play. But then, to be sure, the pamphlet was not meant 
to be such,—and therefore it better fulfils the objects of 
the Fraserites as it is. 7 

It is a notable feature of Mr Cairns’s pamphlet that it 
48 all negation. It is exactly what Carlyle defines the 
Devil to be—an “everlasting No!” It does not once 
say what is the truth of the matter—or even, which is a 
very different thing, what its author thinks is the truth. 
It does not deal with the subject as a master-mind would 
deal with it, and as every honest mind would attempt to 
deal with it. Mr Cairns does not say, “Here is the 
Truth, and there is where Mr Ferrier diverges from it,’— 
in which case people could judge for themselves whether 
Mr Cairns’s road or Mr Ferrier’s was the right one. It 
is not to set forth the truth that the pamphlet is writ- 
ten,—it is simply to make oljections ; and objections it 
certainly seeks to establish in abundance. As we said 
before, it is just an “everlasting No,’—though certainly 
we scruple to attribute the character of the pamphlet to 
its author, or regard so reverend a person as the U. P. 
minister at Berwick as a Carlylean representative of the 
parent of falsehood. 

In considerate condescension to itig commonplace 
intellects of Town-Councillors and the public at large, 
Mr Cairns makes a summary of the gist of his “ objec- 
tions,”—a process certainly as useful to himself as to his 
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tions in a very sweeping and prominent fashion, without 
‘the accompaniment of a single word or reason to show. 
that they are right. But let us take them as they are.. 
Here is No. 1:—*That it (Ferrier’s system) confounds 
“ the province of logic and of metaphysics, and attempts to 
“ reach real existence not by belief, but by formal demon- 
“stration.” This is a terrible charge! Professor Ferrier, 
while accepting “first truths” like the rest of us (in other. 
words, while taking common sense as the basis of his 
system, just as Reid and Hamilton did), seeks to make 
“ those truths a little firmer by showing the process by 
which the mind accepts them as true.. “I exist,” isa 
truth which all believe : no one can doubt it, for the very * 
act of doubting is itself a proof of existence. Well, the 
“law of contradiction ” (as it is called) is the highest rule 
of logic, and as Mr Ferrier’s whole system is knit together 
by the firm bands of logic, he applies this rule also to 
the first truths upon which his system rests. But in 
. applying it to those first truths, he does so simply as 
showing the mode by which the mind convinces itself that 
Consciousness. is right, and that these are actually first 
truths. “I feel that I exist that is before all reason- 
ing ; but then reasoning very appropriately steps in to 
back up Feeling, and to assure us that feeling in this, 
matter testifies to a fact. “TI exist,” says Consciousness. 
“Yes,” replies Logic, applying the law of contradiction, 
“because you can’t believe you don’t exist. Just you 
try, Mr Consciousness, to think you don’t exist, and in 
the impossibility of doing so you will find a logical proof 
of the fact which you question.” Surely this is Common 
Sense, whether*you take the term in the philosophical 
acceptation or the vulgar one. And it is for doing this 
that Mr Cairns, in his blindness, indites against Mr 
Ferrier objection No. 1! 
Objection 2 must fare worse. It not only is futile as 
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against Mr Ferrier, but lands his critic in a most serious 
dilemma, Its terms are, “That it (Ferricr’s system) 
“ denies the separate existence of the Material World, 
“ while it has only proved that the Material World cannot 
“be known without a mind to know it.” This is not 
fairly stated ; but take the case even as Mr Cairns puts 
it. Mr Ferrier denies that the Material World can exist 
apart or divorced from Mind ; Mr Cairns, by making this 
objection, affirms that?it can. Well, what follows? By 
Mr Ferrier’s system it appears that since the Material 
Universe cannot exist apart from Mind, a fortiori it’ 
cannot exist without Gop. Whereas Mr Cairns’s objection’ 
- implies that the material universe might exist from the 
first without mind, either human or Divine ; and that, 
even if the material universe were primarily created by 
mind, God its maker might have been dead long ago, and 
it still live on without Him! Truly, we must commend 
the Rey. Mr Cairns to the notice of the Church Courts. 
His is the most thorough-going argument for Materialism 
we ever met with in the whole course of our philosophic 
reading. Even Auguste Comte is nearer the truth than 
this, In short, Mr Ferrier’s system declares that the 
material universe could not at first, cannot now, and 
never can exist apart from mind, and consequently from 
“that Mind of minds, God; and in objecting to this position, 
and maintaining that dead matter may exist independ- 
ently of living mind, his critic fairly lands himself in 
philosophic Atheism! Thus Myf Cairns has a beam in 
his own eye, which he had better pluck out before setting 
himself to find motes in the system of Ferrier. 
Take now Objections 3 and 4. Their terms are as 
follows :—* That it (Ferrier’s system) denies the separate 
“ existence of the mind, while it has only proved that mind 
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“it subverts the substantiality of mind, renders all con- 
“ sistent belief in personal identity, so vital to intelligence 
“and responsibility, impossible, and suspends on the suc- 
“ cessive thoughts of the individual the existence of God 
“ and the universe.” We would feel indebted to Mr Cairns 
if he would tell us what he means by the “ substantiahity 
of mind,” especially as in the preceding Objection he 
holds Mind to be so unsubstantial a thing that the material 
universe could exist without it. Also, since Mr Cairns 
objects to the existence of God and the universe being 
* (ashe chooses to phrase it) “suspended on the successive 
‘thoughts of the individual,” will he oblige us by, saying 
upon what he suspends it !—for, having previously (by ~ 
Objection 2) suspended the necessary existence of God 
upon nothing at all, we aré curious to see upon what 
better foundation he would place the Material Universe. 
But in truth the whole objection resolves into a slander, 
founded on a quibble, which in turn rests upon ignorance, 
Mr Ferrier just shows in regard to the mind what nobody 
doubts in regard to the body. “My body is my body,” 
says every one, “and I have never any difficulty in know- 
ing it any time I see it in the glass.” “ Very true,” replies 
Science, “but are you aware that the body you have to-day 
ig not the body you had yesterday,—nay, that even since . 
I began speaking, your breathing (were it nothing else) 
has blown away part of your corporeal frame, and taken in 
new stuff.” The Body, in short, is an ever-changing 
mass,—corporeally you are not the same man for two 
seconds,—in point of fact, take any punctum temporis, 
the smallest conceivable, and still your body by the end 
of it has altered from what it was at the beginning. 
This is all true—no educated man doubts it: yet (ac-, 
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upon our heads, and fulminate against us his hazy super- 
annuated objection, that, by so saying, we “subvert the 
substantiality of the body !—render impossible all con- 
sistent belief in personal identity, without which we must 
constantly be making the mistake of feeding, clothing, and 
even shaving others instead of ourselves !!—and suspend 
the great fact of corporeal existence on the successive 
atomic changes in the individual!!!” How grotesque ! 
It does not seem to tis that our substantiality and per- 
sonal identity are suspended, by the above reasoning, on 
any very frail basis,—even philosophers not appearing ' 
to be in any danger of corporeally forgetting No. 1; 
- but, at any rate, if Mr Cairns can show Liebig and Car- 
penter that the body does not so change, or prove that 
Ferrier and Common Sense are wrong in saying that the 
Mind changes in similar fashion, according to the objects 
presented to it, we shall be very much astonished. 
Moreover if, as Mr Cairns believes, the philosophic creed 
of Mr Ferrier is wrong on this point, Mr Fraser’s is doubly 
wrong. For the latter, following Reid, expressly holds (p. 
336) that “mind is only known to us through its opeéra- 
tions or states,’—which operations or states are unques- 
tionably ever changing, — so that “the successive 
thoughts of the individual” are the only notion of mind 
that we can logicallyhave. Whereas Professor Ferrier goes 
further, and (by Mr Cairns’s own statement—p. 19) holds, 
in regard to Mind, that “ the invariable Self is one and 
“ changeless amid the phantasmagoria of its fluctuating 
“ concomitants,’—a fact as to which, it appears, Mr Fraser 
is altogether sceptical. From all this, as our readers will 
perceive, Mr Cairns, by assuming the part merely of ob- 
jector, without venturing to set forth his own opinions, 


13 


which would at once refute themselves if positively 
stated. 

Our limits do not allow us to point out in detail the 
many misrepresentations of Professor Ferrier’s views to 
which Mr Cairns has either shamefully stqoped or igno- 
rantly fallen into. Probably. we may do so on another 
occasion, Meanwhile let us proceed with the work more 
immediately in hand, and discuss the rest of the objec- 
tions which this reverend critic has so considerately 
* drawn up for the enlightenment of the Town Council — 


“5, That it resolves Absolute Existence into a mete relation,.and leaves 
everything in the realm of Being, beyond the relation of knowledge, a con> 
tradiction ; whereas it has only proved that the relation of knowledge 
exists wherever knowledge exists, and that the opposite is a contradiction. 

“6, That by an invalid demonstration it reaches an inadequate Deity, 
and by denying any other process of proof or basis of belief, divorces Meta- 
physics and Natural Theology.” 


Before going further, after reading such objections, let 
us candidly ask Mr Cairns what he takes human reason 
to be? Are these poor, fallible, limited minds of ours 
really able to cope with all questions under heaven, in 
heaven, or above heaven, and, still more, to prove them 
logically 2. Does Mr Cairns think it really possible to 
define wholly and logically what is “ Absolute Existence,” 
or absolute anything? Or that the creature man can 
ever rise by logical processes, or any processes whatever, 
to an “adequate” conception of his Infinite Creator? 
We hold up our hands in amazement. Can such auda- 
city come out of Berwick? Has poor human reason 
exalted itself so highly in the bosom of the United Pres-. 
byterian Church? The thought is humbling—not irritat- 
ing. The deeper one goes i into the abysses of metaphysi- 
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know his own feebleness. Has human reason, we would 
ask Mr Cairns, ever yet enabled. mankind to dispense 
‘with the light of Faith and Revelation, or solve the 
higher mysteries of Being? Can puny man raise him- 
self to the same platform. with his Maker,—look all 
round Hr like an equal,—or* embrace the Infinite One 
by the narrow processes of finite thought? What Bur-- 
nett Prize or Bridgewater Treatise, or any treatise in any 
age, hag yet accomplished this impossible feat, or solved 
the problem as set forth in Drydén’s line,— 


“How can the less the greater comprehend ?” 


But we shall not turn away from these Objections, 
arrogant and unreasonable as they are. We can at 
least show, by the objector’s own: statement, that if Mr’ 
Ferrier hag not accomplished everything in this matter’ 
(which is impossible), he does at least more than “Mr 
Fraser, and, according to Mr Fraser's showing, than Sir 
William Hamilton, “By an invalid demonstration,” 
says Mr Cairns, “it (Ferrier’s system) reaches an inade- 
quate Deity.” Very well—but, by what Mr Cairns 
regards as a valid demonstration, Mr Fraser reaches no. 
Deity at all! And Sir William Hamilton, ‘according to 
Mr, Fraser’s statement, is not a whit better! Turn to 
* the Hssays, and there (p. 222) we find Mr Fraser assert- 
ing of Sir William Hamilton that “the. Scottish. Philo- 
“ sopher seems to cut away every bridge by which man 
“can have access to God.” How comfortable !—what a 
pitiful picture, truly, of the might of logic! Mr Fraser, 
playing his part as expositor, further describes Sir William 
Hamilton as holding, in regard to the Infinite or God, 
that (p. 220) “there may, indeed, be ‘something be-. 
“ yond ;’ but when the understanding tries to expand for 
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“ itself in the very act.” ‘These are the views which Mr 
Fraser attributes to Sir William Hamilton, and of which 
he professes himself to be a follower,—excepting some 
small points of difference, set forth so stupidly that Sir: 
William (vide Fraser’s Testimonials) expresses a doubt 
as to whether he understands them! Finally, hear Mr 
Fraser's own profession of faith as a philosopher. Mr 
Cairns, playing his part as the “everlasting No,” objects 
to Mr Ferrier’s system that its rigorous logic goes no 
further than to establish the relation between God and 
the Creation,—giving it to be inferred, of course, that 
logic could be made to go further in better hands) Mr 
Fraser, however, takes a diumetrically opposite view of 
the matter from that propounded by his eulogist. “He 
says (p. 237),—“ The application of a merely human 
“ intelligence to solve the relation of finite and transcend- 
“ent Being, must end in Pantheism or Atheism. 
“Does not the true-opinion recognise our knowledge of 
“ the facts (namely, finite beings and the Transcendent 
“ Being) which occasion the difficulty, on ‘the one hand ; 
“and on the other, the impossibility of any solution of 
“ their relation by human understanding ?”—p. 221, And 
’ “in the very next page he roundly maintains, that “'Trans- 
“cendent Being (i. e. God) is not an object of logical 
“ definition and scientific reasoning at all.” What can 
the “everlasting No” say to this? He charges it as a. 
heinous accusation against Mr Ferrier’s system that it 
leads only to an “inadequate Deity,” while Mr Fraser 
and Sir William Hamilton think that logical philosophy 
cannot lead to any Deity at all! Was there ever fault- 
finding like this,—to accuse a philosopher because his 
: system does not transcend the limits of human reason ; 
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critic pronounces infallible, avowedly fas no bridge by 
whith man can have’access to God at all! 
We have called Mr Cairns the “everlasting No,’”—even 
he can hardly’ object if, in concluding, we dub him also 
‘the Accuser,” Epithets these, truly, not very compli- 
mentary, because suggestiiig thoughts ‘of a -personage 
whosé..name certainly i is not in all the Churches, and 
whom (let-us say) it is doubly discreditable for a reverend 
divine, to imitate for so- paltry a purpose as that of 
elevtioneering notoriety. As for Mr Ferrier, from what 
‘we have shown of his system, it will be seen that it is in 
all respects deserving of the high tribute paid to it by a’ 
Minister of the Gospel in this city, who, speaking for his 
fellow-students as well as himself, says—* We feel now, 
with the most intimate and heartfelt conviction, that the 
instructions we then received, by the’ reverence they 
inspired for all which, as ¢rwth, is really sacred and 
divine,—and by the responsibility of inquiry which they 
enjoined towards all which, as opinion, is merely human, 
—have placed us in direct sympathy’ with the wants 
and spirit of the age ; have tended, in the most marked 
degree to preserve us alike from the irreverent Scepticism 
which makes war upon truth, and from the unreasoning 
Dogmatism which, by raising man’s opinion to the rank 
of the truth of God, prepares the way for scepticism to 
involve both in one common condemnation and down- 
fall; and have laid us, by these most valuable effects, 
under a life-long debt of gratitude to their author.”* 


* Testimonials, 2d series, p. 11-12, 


